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Abstract
Despite commitments by composition studies and English education to using technology in the writing classroom
and to developing teachers’ “critical technological literacy” (Selfe, 1999), not much has been written about how
graduate programs can help secondary English teachers develop their own critical perspective on digital literacy and
on teaching with technology. Recognizing this gap in scholarship, I created a series of assignments (The National
Digital Literacy Narrative Project) to engage aspiring secondary English teachers in critical considerations of how
public rhetoric about technology and literacy complicates composition studies scholarship and the contexts in which
they will teach.
This article analyzes the NDLN Project and what it teaches writing teachers—and composition studies—about 1) the
benefits of analyzing public rhetoric regarding technology and its impact on literacy practices, and 2) the need for
graduate programs in composition studies to pay attention to writing teacher education for secondary English
teachers. I present the results of the NDLN Project by sharing the stories of three students whose coursework and
comments reflect the ideas, experiences, and changing views of the larger group.
1. Critical technological literacy, composition studies, and teacher training
In the past twenty years, Rhetoric Review has published several articles on graduate education in rhetoric and
composition studies, including the 1999 and 2007 surveys of doctoral programs (Brown, Jackson, & Enos, 2000;
Brown, Enos, Reamer, & Thompson, 2008), a 2004 survey of master’s programs (Brown, Torres, Enos, &
Juergensmeyer, 2005), a 2006 report on graduate curricula in the field (Peirce & Enos, 2006), and, most recently,
reflections on changing graduate-level curricula (Skeffington, 2010; Carlo & Enos, 2011). Among the findings in
these reports are not only the field’s continuing commitment to pedagogy and teacher training (Brown et al., 2008),
but also greater attention—especially in desired specializations and dissertation research—to technological literacy
and to teaching with technology (Carlo & Enos, 2011, p. 216). This increased attention is reflected, further, in
Computer and Composition’s 2009 special issue on “The Future of Graduate Education in Computers and Writing.”
In their editors’ letter, Peter Goggin and Webb Boyd Patricia (2009) argued “It is clear that as new media
technologies create new possibilities for engagement, our uses of them are challenging traditional perceptions about
the role of technology in graduate curricula and the purpose of graduate education as a whole” (p. 1). Contributors to
the issue argued for making technology an integral part of graduate programs and teaching and research practices,
highlighting innovative methods and program designs moving the field in that direction.
Recognizing an increased interest in writing teacher education at not only the college level, but also at the secondary
level, Janet Alsup and Lisa Schade Eckert edited a 2007 special issue of The Writing Instructor that noted two
distinct trends in the scholarship of both composition studies and English education. Not surprisingly, one trend was
attention paid to “the challenges and rewards of using technology in writing instruction.” The second trend was a
call for cross-disciplinary and cross-context discussions regarding writing instruction. As Robert Tremmel has
indicated in his history of the relationship between English education and composition studies, despite some
attempts at unity in the 1970s and 1980s (Gebhardt, 1977; Nemanich, 1974; Comprone, 1974; Hairston, 1974;
Larson, 1969), “writing teacher education in first-year composition and English education has since developed along

separate—though similar—tracks” (Tremmel, 2002, p. 6). The emphasis in composition studies has been on
preparing doctoral students to teach “college composition” (Bazerman, 2002, pp. 32–33), while English education
has devoted its attention to teaching literature and writing in high school or middle school, often in the context of
requisite standardized tests at the national and state levels.
Because of this separation, students are often unprepared for and confused by college writing expectations, college
teachers get frustrated with the “systematic understanding of writing” students begin college with (Fanetti, Bushrow,
& DeWeese, 2010), and high school English language arts teachers are frequently not taught a “fully elaborated,
coherent, and consistent writing pedagogy” and consequently do not typically view themselves as “professional
writing teachers” (Tremmel, 2002, p. 9). In addition, the divide produces what Alsup (2001) has called a “theorypractice-split” (p. 32) between the two disciplines, with the assumption that composition studies needs and develops
more theory while English education is more practice focused. As Alsup and Schade Eckert (2007) have noted,
however, calls and efforts to bridge the gap between these two fields have surfaced recently from both disciplines,
evident in a 2001 special issue of English Education, two edited collections published in 2002 (Thomas C.
Thompson’s Teaching Writing in High School and College: Conversations and Collaborations and Robert Tremmel
and William Broz’s Teaching Writing Teachers of High School English & First-Year Composition), and the
formation of special interest groups within the Conference on College Composition and Communication and the
Conference on English Education. Like the contributors to the special issue of The Writing Instructor, those working
to cross the boundaries of the disciplines describe in their publications examples of the benefits (and challenges) of
cross-disciplinary work on writing teacher education, and they encourage new and more extensive research. The
most recent effort to foster such research is a new journal dedicated to “mentoring teachers at all levels in wellinformed practice in the teaching of writing,” Teaching/Writing: The Journal of Writing Teacher Education
(Brockman & Lindlom, 2012, p. 15).
As a rhetoric and composition scholar who teaches a course on the teaching of writing for master’s students who are
primarily current or future high school or middle school English teachers, 1 I have experienced the problematic
disconnect between the two disciplines in their discussions of the theory and practice of teaching writing. Preparing
to teach this course (English 686: The Teaching of Writing) for the first time, it became clear to me how the
scholarship that informed my own research and teaching practices drew almost exclusively from the theories and
experiences of college faculty teaching college composition courses. Of particular concern to me as I composed the
course syllabus was that even though both disciplines express commitment to using technology in the writing
classroom, most of the scholarship discussing teaching writing at the middle and high school levels focuses on how
and why to use technology to teach writing; not much has been written, however, about how rhetoric and
composition graduate programs can help secondary English teachers build for themselves “an increasingly critical
perspective on technological literacy” (Selfe, 1999, pp. 156–157). As Barb Blakely Duffelmeyer (2003) has argued,
we can’t improve training for teaching with technology simply by increasing the amount of training on how to use
technology in the classroom. Instead, she said, teacher training needs to facilitate teachers “developing their
computer pedagogy and their critical technological literacy” (p. 308) which, as Stuart A. Selber (2004) has
advocated, can aid them and their students in understanding technology in “critical, contextual, and historical ways”
(p. 13). A similar call has been made in English Education for providing opportunities for secondary English
teachers to “develop nuanced and critical understandings of these technologies and the literacies with which they are
associated” (Swenson, Young, McGrail, Rozema, & Whitin, 2006, p. 353).
Despite these calls, composition scholars writing about technology in the secondary English classroom have
typically written about the challenges and successes of their collaborations with middle and high school teachers in
an effort to bring technology into the classroom (DeVoss & Selfe, 2002; Grabill & Grabill, 2000). English education
scholars more routinely publish pieces arguing for incorporating technology and presenting specific assignments that
utilize blogs, wikis, or audio and video software/hardware to promote literacy and learning in the secondary English
classroom (Kadjer, 2007; Boardman, 2007; Miller, 2007; Christel & Hayes, 2010). Some English education scholars
have, in addition, encouraged teachers’ critical view of technology use in the classroom by asking them to
contemplate fully “the instructional value added by new tools” while still putting “content and instructional goals
1 New York State public school teachers must get a master’s degree in order to get a Professional Certificate, “the advanced-level certificate for
classroom teachers” (NYC Department of Education, 2012).

ahead of teaching the technology”—what Sara Kadjer calls “emergent” (as opposed to “urgent”) technology use
(2007, p. 152).
The National Digital Literacy Narrative (NDLN) Project is a series of assignments I created for my master’s level
teaching of writing course to address both the need to incorporate into writing teacher training more opportunities
for teachers to develop their own “critical technological literacy” and the need to situate composition theory and
pedagogy in a context relevant to high school and middle school English teachers. This is important for composition
studies because secondary English teachers are often the first educators with the opportunity to help young people
critically (and not just functionally) engage with technology as a literacy tool. The critical literacy students gain in
secondary classrooms also influences greatly the work we can do with them when they reach the college classroom.
What follows is an analysis of the NDLN Project and what it teaches writing teachers—and composition studies—
about 1) the benefits of analyzing public rhetoric regarding technology and its impact on literate practices as a part
of writing teacher training, and 2) the need for composition studies to pay more attention in its scholarship and in its
graduate programs to the relationship between technology and teaching writing at the secondary level.
2. English 686: The Teaching of Writing
An introduction to the principal issues and debates in writing pedagogy and scholarship, English 686: The Teaching
of Writing was designed to engage students in some of the primary theoretical conversations surrounding the
practice of teaching writing. The guiding questions of the course included the following:
• What should be taught in a writing class?
• What theories/philosophies undergird our teaching of and research about writing?
• What social, cultural, political, and economic values and beliefs shape how we teach writing?
• What do we know about writing and the teaching of writing from our own and from others’ experiences?
Because critical technological literacy and teaching with technology are central to teaching writing at both the
secondary and post-secondary levels, I chose to frame the course with assignments I hoped would cultivate a critical
awareness of the influence public rhetoric about the relationship between technology and literacy can have on the
teaching of writing. I did not focus the course on how to teach writing with technology because the course was not
intended to be a technology and teaching writing course.
The theoretical conversations we focused on in the course included theories of composition, the composing process,
the teaching of grammar, issues of content and form, responding to and evaluating student writing, collaborative
learning and student resistance in the writing classroom, teaching writing in the twenty-first century, and issues of
race, class, and gender in the writing classroom. Each week we read and discussed three to four articles on one of
the themes. The primary assignments for the course included weekly reading responses, a group presentation on one
week’s reading, a final research paper, and the four assignments that comprised the NDLN Project. In an effort to
introduce scholarship from both composition studies and English education, I paired college composition studies
pieces with readings from publications targeted at secondary teachers. (See Appendix A for a copy of the weekly
reading and assignment schedule for English 686.)
3. The National Digital Literacy Narrative Project
At the center of the NDLN Project is an understanding that while much of the scholarship in both disciplines
highlights the positive ways in which teachers can and should use technology to teach literacy (Hawisher & Selfe,
1991), current and future literacy educators are surrounded by a larger public rhetoric that often highlights the
negative consequences technology has on students’ literacy practices. For example, best-selling books like The
Flickering Mind: The False Promise of Technology in the Classroom and How Learning Can Be Saved
(Oppenheimer, 2003), The Dumbest Generation: How the Digital Age Stupefies Young Americans and Jeopardizes
Our Future (Bauerlein, 2008), Empire of Illusion: The End of Literacy and the Triumph of Spectacle (Hedges,
2009), and most recently The Shallows: What the Internet is Doing to Our Brains (Carr, 2011) implicate

technology’s effect on literacy practices in what many see as a decline in literacy and a corresponding rise in
ignorance and anti-intellectualism among young people.
Recognizing and understanding public rhetoric about the relationship between technology and literacy is significant
for writing teachers because, as Cynthia L. Selfe (1999) has argued, popular publications “illustrate how Americans
understand technology and its general social relationship to literacy” (p. 25) and because public rhetoric can function
as what Henry A. Giroux (1999) has called a substantial “educational force” (pp. 2–3) influencing the public’s
beliefs and expectations. Americans’ beliefs about technology and its effects on literacy influence how teachers,
students, parents, administrators, and the government view the role of technology in the literacy classroom, most
especially in the middle and high school classroom. For this reason, I designed the NDLN Project assignments to
engage student-teachers in critical considerations of how this public rhetoric complicates composition studies
scholarship on the teaching of writing and how it complicates their own teaching practices. Engaging students in this
kind of critical awareness would, I hoped, cultivate the critical awareness about technological literacy both
disciplines deem important for writing teachers.
I use the phrase “National Digital Literacy Narrative” to refer to the sum of the stories about and accounts of the
relationship between literacy and technology produced by the United States’ popular press. My use of this phrase is
similar to Selfe’s (1999) reference to “cultural narratives” (or stories) about technological literacy (p. 27; p. 32). The
term “digital literacy” here reflects the more recent move from seeing technology as computers to seeing it as
encompassing multiple digital and electronic tools. For me, giving this “grand narrative” of sorts a name—the
“National Digital Literacy Narrative”—served two distinct purposes in my class: 1) it facilitated our efforts to
synthesize the public stories we were researching about digital literacy, and 2) it lent to our discussions a sense that
the presence and effects of these stories are widespread, current, and consequential.
3.1. The NDLN assignments
The NDLN Project consisted of four assignments that, dispersed throughout the semester, framed our explorations
of issues at the center of discussions of the teaching of writing. The first of the four assignments asked students to,
on the first night of class, compose a personal digital literacy narrative that told a story about a significant moment
or event in their life that reflected on the relationship between literacy and technology.
The next assignment in the NDLN Project had two parts. First, in Week 5 of the semester, students had to find a
popular text (newspaper or magazine article, book, pamphlet, web article, blog post, etc.), published in the last year,
that commented on the relationship between literacy and technology. Students cited and summarized their chosen
texts in a course GoogleDoc designed to house their collective research on the NDLN. Students were asked to
include in their description of the text comments about what they thought the source added to the “national
narrative” about the relationship between technology and literacy practices and/or the teaching of literacy. The
second part of the assignment was the same as the previous one, except that students (in Week 8) were instructed to
locate and summarize a text that was a popular media source like a TV show episode, film, advertisement, political
speech, song, poster, commercial, bumper sticker, etc., rather than an article or book.
The third assignment in the NDLN Project sequence began in Week 11 of the semester. For this assignment,
students were asked to collaboratively compose a digital media text that reflected on the NDLN as they understood
it based on our collective research. Students were able to self-select into smaller groups of their choice, and they
were free to choose what type of digital media text they wanted to collaboratively create (i.e. podcast, video, audio,
webtext, website, etc.). This assignment served two distinct purposes for the course: 1) helping students
collaboratively synthesize the NDLN based on their collective research earlier in the semester, and 2) providing
them the opportunity to experiment with using technology as a literacy and communication tool. The final
assignment that comprised the NDLN Project was for students to, at the very end of the semester, revise or rewrite
the personal digital literacy narrative they wrote on the first night of class so it reflected what they had learned over
the course of the semester.
Because the primary purpose of the NDLN Project assignments was to foster among the student-teachers a critical
awareness of the public rhetoric about the relationship between technology and literacy and its influence on their

own, their students’, and the public’s views, and on the context in which they will teach, we worked throughout the
semester to answer the following overarching questions: What is the story we are being told by journalists,
academics, cultural critics, and American popular culture about the role of technology in literacy education and
practices? What are the consequences of this narrative for writing teachers? How does this story complicate
composition studies scholarship? And, what can teachers learn from examining their own digital literacy narratives
in relation to this national narrative?
To begin the discussion of public rhetoric about digital literacy on the first night of class, we viewed Frontline’s
Digital Nation: Life on the Virtual Frontier (2010). None of the students had seen Digital Nation before and our
viewing of the video produced a passionate debate at the outset of the semester. This Frontline special examined the
role of technology in our lives, particularly the lives of young people, and its position in the classroom. While the
video highlighted some of the positive ways technology is being used to educate young people, it also presented
startling research about the amount of time young people spend with digital media (more than 50 hours a week) and
the consequences of their interactions with these media. Despite confidence in their ability to multi-task, researchers
say, young people are losing their concentration skills, which leads to, among other things, disconnected and lessdeveloped writing.
During the third week of class, we read and discussed four texts that, combined, presented some of the central issues
of what it means to teach writing in the twenty-first century. I assigned Nicholas G. Carr’s well-known article “Is
Google Making Us Stupid?” (2008) because, with its argument that the internet is changing the way we think and
read, raising concerns that we are becoming less contemplative readers and thinkers, it epitomized the popular
public fear and anxiety about technology’s consequences. I also assigned Chapter 1 of Richard E. Miller’s Writing at
the End of the World (2005). While this chapter isn’t tackling technology, it does raise the question of whether or
not teaching students to read, write, and talk in reflective, thoughtful ways makes any difference in the context of a
contemporary, violent world.
I taught Carr’s and Miller’s pieces alongside two NCTE reports (Kathleen Blake Yancey’s “Writing in the 21 st
Century” and “Writing Between the Lines—And Everywhere Else”) because they exemplify scholarship targeted
primarily at secondary English teachers that calls them to teach and support twenty-first century literacies and to
bridge in-school and out-of-school literacy practices. More specifically, the articles call teachers to help students
“create, critique, analyze, and evaluate multimedia texts” and “attend to the ethical responsibilities required by these
complex environments” (NCTE, 2009, p. 4). My hope was that the Frontline video and this early set of readings
about teaching in the twenty-first century would serve as a strong introduction to the digital literacy debate—and to
the mixed messages being sent by public and academic rhetoric. These early texts and discussions were intended to
set the stage for students’ own research into the NDLN (beginning in Week 5) and its possible connections to their
own literacies and teaching practices.
4. Changing views of technology and literacy
Based on students’ initial personal digital literacy narratives and their in-class and written comments in the first few
weeks of the course, most of them seemed to see technology’s relationship to literacy much like the “substantive” or
“instrumentalist” views of technology identified by Andrew Feenberg (1991). A majority of the students began
clearly in the fear-induced substantive camp, seeing technology as “an autonomous cultural force” (p. 5) with the
power to control and damage our—and certainly our students’—reading and writing abilities. About a quarter of the
students in the class voiced, from the outset, a more “instrumentalist” view of technology—unquestioningly
embracing technology as a tool teachers can and should use to engage students in reading and writing activities in
the literacy classroom. A few students seemed to begin the class seeing the benefits of technology in teaching
reading and writing but also worrying if it could have negative consequences for students.
By the end of the semester, students’ in-class comments and their written work for the course indicated they
understood better and had become more critically aware of the public’s and their own competing views of
technology. While students did not attain the “critical theory” view of technology Feenberg argues for (recognizing
technology as a process they can and should be involved in), their views were changing as they worked through the
NDLN assignments, and they moved beyond their initial fatalistic and uncritical views of technology—views that

also dominated the public rhetoric they were researching. In what follows, I describe the critical technological
literacy journeys of three students in the class—Anna, Tony, and Stacey.2 I share their stories because their work
reflects accurately the ideas, experiences, and changing views of the larger group.
4.1. The substantive view
An avid believer in the power of joining a love for nature with a love of literature, Anna’s idea of a reading
experience is the idyllic image of a person sitting under a tree flipping the pages of a favorite novel. Not
surprisingly, then, Anna (an aspiring high school teacher) entered the digital literacy debate at the beginning of the
semester apprehensive about technology’s effect on literacy, and she routinely mentioned her fear of the loss of
more traditional literacy practices (her own and others’) during our class discussions. Anna expressed her anxieties
the first night of class when she wrote in her digital literacy narrative about her fear, upon receiving an e-reader for
Christmas, of “technology taking over the art and pleasure” of reading, and the ability to “mark your own thoughts
and comments” on a book. She also worried it interrupted the “use of imagination” and “deduction skills” she
employed when she didn’t know the definition of a word she came upon in a traditional book. Writing with
technology was more natural for her, she wrote, though she still believed computers took away the freedom to “write
anywhere, create anywhere,” and they “limited” and “stifled” the thinking she experienced when writing with pen
and paper.
Anna’s apprehension and her desire to work through it became more apparent when, on the third night of class, she
and a classmate led our class discussion of Miller’s and Carr’s articles and the two NCTE reports. 3 In the handout
Anna and her partner gave me, they listed the objective of the presentation as “Students will come up with positive
solutions to the common drawbacks that the internet poses to the learning experience.” The activity they facilitated
was having students, in small groups, discuss one article’s take on the effects technology is having on “the learning
experience” and then brainstorm solutions “for the problems that the internet poses to learning in the [writing]
classroom.” Among the follow-up discussion questions they devised was one asking the class to consider what the
local English language arts (ELA) teachers should do to support the “new models of writing” promoted by NCTE
while also addressing the ELA standards for technology New York teachers must meet. (Anna and her partner
provided their classmates a handout with the New York State ELA standards.) They also asked the class to consider
“How can we combat the issue of the internet shaping our thought process?” Their presentation seemed to be a real
effort on their part to figure out how to effectively respond to the NCTE’s call to bring twenty-first century literacies
into the classroom without contributing to the negative consequences raised by Carr and Digital Nation. Their
activity and questions indicate they assumed technology was inherently a threat in the writing classroom.
When, in Week 5 of the course, students were asked to make their first contribution to the NDLN research
GoogleDoc, Anna selected and summarized for the class an article from The Atlantic, “10 Reading Revolutions
Before E-Books,” which traces the history of changes in reading practices based on the development of technologies
like the alphabet, the codex, the printing press, and the computer (Carmody, 2010). Despite her early anxieties, with
this piece Anna seemed to be working to understand her own fears about digital reading, and she seemed to find
comfort in Carmody’s discussion of the historical context for changes in reading practices resulting from
technological developments. As she wrote in her summary, “we’re still participating in the revolution.”
The piece Anna selected for her second contribution to the class’ research on the NDLN was a cartoon. The Randy
Glasbergen cartoon (2007) Anna chose had a young girl (standing and pointing her cell phone) saying to her mother
(seated and holding a piece of paper), “My teacher isn’t qualified to teach spelling! She spells U ‘y-o-u’. She spells
BRB ‘r-e-t-u-r-n’. She spells BFN ‘g-o-o-d-b-y-e’.” This humorous comment on how technology has affected young
people’s spelling highlights the gap present for many between “digital natives” and “digital immigrants” (Prensky,
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Students’ names have been changed to protect their anonymity.

The group presentation assignment was to 1) collaboratively compose a list of 7-10 discussion questions for one week’s readings and 2)
collaboratively design and lead a short activity to help the class engage with the readings. The discussion questions and activity were to help the
class contemplate, question, disrupt, and/or apply the theories about the teaching of writing presented in the week’s readings. The objectives of
this assignment were to diversify the ways in which the class accessed and applied what they were learning from the course readings and to
provide students (future teachers) an opportunity to practice (and observe/experience) a variety of teaching methods they could employ in a
writing class.

2001). At this point in the semester, Anna read the mother’s closed mouth as, “perhaps an indication of the silence
of the generation not born into this digital world”—not sure what to say or how to respond. Anna also interpreted the
positioning of the daughter (standing and pointing the cell phone at her mother) as showing the daughter has “the
power” because “[s]he has the technology.” Associating technology with autonomous power is indicative of the
substantive view of technology.
Anna’s continued interest in overcoming her apprehensions and understanding both the affordances and
consequences of digital literacy was apparent when she selected her research paper topic toward the end of the
semester. The research paper was an opportunity for students to explore an issue of their choice related to the
teaching of writing that would be useful in their future academic and teaching pursuits. Anna decided to research
whether she could connect with technology her love for nature and her love for teaching reading and writing. As she
wrote in the introduction of her research paper, “This class inspired me to put down my words of opposition and see
if, how technology and nature can coexist. Is it possible to not only endure technology but, even more, have it
connect us, our classrooms, our teachings, our students to the natural world?” Anna did indeed find research on
methods for teaching literacy through technology-based assignments about nature, including having students create
a “place-based digital story” or designing a unit that included researching local environmental issues, composing
pamphlets, and giving presentations to the community while learning the English language arts skills for the
appropriate grade level (Cortez-Riggio, 2011). Pleased that she found concrete examples of assignments and
teaching methods she could utilize in the high school English classroom, Anna ended her research paper by saying
“Technology is not a foe.... Technology is a wonderful, powerful, useful tool in engaging students... technology can
create another platform for nature, another way in... and we always need and should want another way in...
especially when technology is the way for our... students” [emphases hers]. These comments indicate Anna was
moving from fear-induced aspiring teacher to critically reflective, inspired teacher.
When Anna revised her personal digital literacy narrative at the end of the semester, she again began by describing
the anxiety-producing event of receiving an e-reader for Christmas. Four months later, though, there is little fear in
her (writing) voice; instead, her narrative indicates a more informed, balanced notion of digital literacy—its uses and
consequences for her and for her students. She asked if, with technology, “Are we.. taking short-cuts and shortcutting ourselves, our expanding minds, our inquiring thoughts? Or are we just approaching learning and education
with a different approach—another way to the source?” Her use of questions in this revised narrative shows her
movement from assuming technology has complete power to being willing to see teaching with technology in a
larger context.
In the end-of-term evaluation asking students to reflect on what they learned from the NDLN semester-long project,
Anna said “Never did I give much thought to why I was afraid of technology. Having completed the class and
specifically the NDLN Project I can see that for the most part, it was simply fear of the unknown.” She indicated
that hearing her classmates’ “struggles & embraces, reservations & satisfactions” with digital literacy was
comforting, and she appreciated one classmate’s comment that “Technology is only technology. We’re still the
people using it. It’s in our hands.” With this, Anna seemed to move from her earlier anxiety about technology’s
influence on literacy to an understanding that challenges a key component of the NDLN—the substantive view that
technology invariably has the power.
Like all of her peers, Anna indicated in her final evaluation that she plans to use technology in her teaching of
literacy because of “[h]ow important it is to be the objective lenses for students fully steeped in technology. We
need to help guide them and show them the outside (-of-technology) world as well as teach them within the
technology world.” She also indicated she would like to use some portions of the NDLN Project in her future
teaching of high school English so her students can, like she and her classmates did, research and analyze the role
public rhetoric can play in our engagement with digital literacy. In a recent email I received from Anna, she
indicated she has been using some technology in her student teaching and she’s using it more extensively to enhance
her own learning as a graduate student.
For Anna and others like her in the class, the NDLN Project allowed her to reflect critically on her fear of the effect
technology could have on the idyllic literacy experiences she valued so highly for herself and for future students. By
situating her own personal digital literacy experiences in relation to the field’s call to use technology to teach
reading, writing, and public rhetoric about technology and literacy, Anna was able to see that technology is not an

autonomous thing with the power to destroy literacy. She was also able to begin to consider for herself what her own
“digital literacy pedagogy” might look like.
4.2 The uncritical instrumental view
Tony’s attitude when he entered the class is representative of a smaller portion of the class who—opposite of
Anna—had little to no apprehension about technology’s connection to literacy and who were comfortable with the
idea of incorporating technology into future teaching practices. Tony’s initial personal digital literacy narrative was
a reflection on how technology has changed the way we communicate and develop relationships with friends and
partners. Indicative of his comfort with using technology as a teaching tool, the book Tony summarized for his first
GoogleDoc contribution argued teachers can and should use technology to improve learning. According to Tony’s
summary, Blogs, Wikis, and Podcasts, Oh My!: Electronic Media in the Classroom provides short crash courses on
how teachers can use these three particular technologies and contends “all teachers must learn it for the benefit of
their students.”
The cartoon Tony selected for his second contribution to the class’ NDLN research in Week 8 was one in which a
female teacher stands in front of her class, telling the students to conjugate the verb “To listen.” In response, the
students chant “iTunes, you tunes, he/she/it tunes, we tunes, you tunes, they tunes” (iPods in the Classroom, 2006).
In his GoogleDoc description of the cartoon, Tony stated “This cartoon comically expresses the point that
technology is changing the way students think and learn.” He added, “It speaks to the importance of bringing
technology to the classroom because we must adapt to the ways our students are thinking. If they are thinking in
terms of computers, iPods, cell phones, wikis, blogs, and social media, using these methods may help them to learn
in ways they are used to.” While his summary further supports his initial belief that teachers should use technology
to teach literacy, there is some evidence that he’s starting to recognize that technology can affect how students think.
For the assignment asking students to break into small groups to create a digital media text that reflected the NDLN
as they were coming to understand it, Tony worked with two other students interested in composing a podcast. What
drove their project was a desire to know if the NDLN was present also on the local level. To answer this question,
Tony’s group interviewed twenty-one members of their local community to find out what messages were “actually
being received by the public” about digital writing. Tony and his collaborators interviewed thirteen women and eight
men, ranging in age from eight to seventy-six with various occupations including firefighter, teacher, student, office
worker, store manager, bank teller, etc. They identified the ethnicities of the participants as follows: thirteen
Caucasian, four Latino, one Albanian, two African-American, and one Black-Trinidadian. In the interviews, the
group members asked participants what types of digital writing they do, how much time they spend writing in digital
forms, how these forms of digital writing benefit or hurt their writing abilities, and whether they think schools
should teach students how to write in digital forms.
According to their podcast, the interviews revealed that many of the arguments, fears, experiences, and expectations
present in the sources the class had collected could be heard in the voices of locals. A majority of interviewees
thought digital literacy should be taught because everyone will use it, young people need to be taught how to use it
safely, and students could benefit from these skills if taught how to use them properly. Some, however, did not think
digital literacy needed to be taught because it takes away from other learning, because technology makes young
people sloppy and lazy, and because they will learn it on their own. These mixed findings accorded with the findings
of the class’ collaborative research on the NDLN. One finding that was surprising to them, however, was that the
younger, more experienced users of technology expressed more concerns about the negative consequences
technology “was having, or could have, on their overall writing abilities, especially with regard to grammar, the
ability to develop content, and the ability to use formal styles” than they had anticipated (podcast). What their
project helped the class recognize was that the NDLN didn’t reflect the views and voices of people twenty and
younger—a problematic absence. It also gave the class some sense that their future students may have similar
worries.
Tony’s choice of topic for his research paper at the end of the semester demonstrated the connections he was making
between his own digital literacy experiences, his goals as a future teacher, and the research he had done for the
NDLN. His research paper investigated ways to use social media to engage student writers. Now more reflective
about the effect technology can have on the way students think, read, and write, Tony wanted to learn how to most

effectively utilize the technologies students are already engaging with to help them develop their literacy skills. His
research left him with new methods and concrete assignment ideas including teaching summary and concision skills
by having students write using Twitter and using Facebook to help students analyze and write critically about
characters or important literary figures. As his research showed, though, “there are larger implications to consider
including issues of privacy, assessment, cyber-bullying, and access to technology.” With his conclusive remarks,
Tony indicates his more analytical view of teaching writing with technology: “Technology can be an extremely
useful tool in the English classroom to improve student writing, if used properly.”
Closing out the semester, Tony’s revised personal narrative is a somewhat comical commentary on and questioning
of how his own use of technology may have changed his abilities to think and write well. Titled “Has ‘Word’ Made
Me Dumb?,” Tony’s narrative recounts a recent experience of being forced by a professor to handwrite a paper after
years of composing his papers on a computer. Struggling to write the paper by hand, Tony eventually resorted to
composing the paper on a computer and then handwriting a version for his professor. Upon reflection, Tony realized
that as he tried to write with pen and paper, he struggled to correct his own grammar (having gotten used to the
computer correcting errors for him), and it slowed his writing and thinking processes. “In the nine years since 5 th
grade,” he asked somewhat comically, “had I gotten stupider?” Responding to Nicholas Carr’s “Is Google Making
Us Stupid?,” Tony wrote, “I’m not sure what the effect of Google is, but Microsoft Word certainly did a number on
me.” His final comments in the revised narrative voice his changing views at the end of the semester: “People have
speculated that technology taking such a dominant role in the world has actually made society dumber. I’m not sure
if I agree with this statement or not, but technology certainly does not strengthen our educational skills in all areas. I
fear that this may in some ways be harming students’ ability to think, as it did mine.”
Tony’s reflection on his composing process in relation to technology seemed inspired by conversations we had as a
class earlier in the semester analyzing scholarship on the composing process, including Ann E. Berthoff’s “From the
Making of Meaning” (1981), Sondra Perl’s “Understanding Composing” (1980), and Lynn Z. Bloom’s “The Great
Paradigm Shift and Its Legacy for the Twenty-First Century” (2003). On the evening we discussed these readings,
Tony was among the students who complicated authors’ arguments by considering how technology was influencing
students’ composing processes and how they, as teachers, could adjust their teaching practices to account for those
changing processes. In addition, when he and his group members presented on the theme “Language, Grammar, and
Correctness,” among their discussion questions was “How is technology affecting the error patterns Andrea and
Karen Lunsford identified in their article?” These examples demonstrate how the NDLN Project frame infused our
discussions of other writing studies topics.
Though Tony ended the semester with the same view he started with—that technology is an important aspect of
twenty-first century literacy and teachers should use it—his comments indicate he had become more reflective of its
consequences, especially those affecting how he and his students think and write. In his final evaluation, Tony
described what he learned from the NDLN assignments: “In researching and composing a national digital literacy
narrative throughout the course, I learned a lot about how society views technology. I never really thought too much
about digital literacy, being born in the technological era. I simply viewed myself as a person born and raised with
my finger firmly set on the uses of technology. When I took this course, and learned of the effect it could have on
people, I thought back to the time it affected me.” Tony wrote on the evaluation that he planned to use some
elements of this project in his own teaching practices. As of the writing of this article, Tony has not yet begun
student teaching.
4.3. The contemplative instrumental view
In her digital literacy narrative, written on the first night of class, Stacey described a recent event in which she was
standing in an exchange and returns line at a store, texting her boyfriend. She overheard three angry men “ranting”
about the younger generation, pining how “the new generation was attached to technology.” The men, Stacey said,
“bonded over the fact that not one of them owned or knew how to work a computer.” Stacey wrote that while she
was hearing this she texted the story to her boyfriend, frustrated by the negativity she was hearing about her
generation’s relationship with technology. She described the men as “stuck in another world.”

Perhaps inspired by our reading of Carr’s “Is Google Making Us Stupid?,” Stacey’s first contribution to the course
GoogleDoc was a New York Times article titled “Does the Digital Classroom Enfeeble the Mind?”. According to
Stacey, this article by Jaron Lanier (2010) argued technology should be used in the classroom “with a watchful and
careful eye” (Stacey). “He asks the audience to take into consideration that technology while helpful, is not
flawless” and that “while we understand some of how our brains work we do not by any means understand it all”
(Stacey). Ultimately, Lanier promoted the use of technology because he believed “Learning at its truest is a leap into
the unknown” (Lanier, 2010, para. 22). Stacey’s response to Lanier’s argument was, “I completely agree with this
concept and intend to wholeheartedly leap into the unknown.” Stacey’s early siding with Lanier’s call to use
technology to enhance learning, but to do so “with a watchful and careful eye,” showed an initial openness to
considering the relationship between technology and literacy.
By Week 8, when we discussed students’ second contribution to our NDLN research, Stacey’s comments indicated
she had become more aware of the connection between literacy and technology and that she had also become more
analytical about the uses and effects of technology in the teaching of literacy. Stacey selected a Savage Chickens
cartoon (2010) that had a character about to purchase a book titled “Instant Gratification in 1 Easy Step.” At the
checkout counter, the character asked the cashier, “Is there an audio version?”. Stacey interpreted the cartoon as a
representation of “the way in which many people view technology and literacy,” as “merely a way to get what they
want right when they want it.” Seeing this cartoon as both funny and sad in its statement about technology and
literacy, Stacey applied it to her understanding of the digital literacy debate: “To me, this could be the ‘thesis’ of the
story of the national digital literacy narrative. Technology is not the enemy and can in fact be used for good. It is the
people who use it in a manner that is not beneficial. It is up to us perhaps as teachers, but even as people in this
digital age to learn for ourselves and teach others how technology can be used to benefit literacy” [emphasis hers].
Stacey also noted in her analysis of the cartoon that her research of popular culture artifacts caused her to question
how technology gets used. “The more I looked over these texts about technology and literacy I found myself
wondering if (when used for literacy) technology is being used properly. By this I mean to ask if technology is used
to aide in our understanding and mastering of literacy as a skill or if it is simply used as an easy way out?”. Stacey
concluded her reflection on the cartoon by stating, “I believe that there is a happy medium when it comes to
technology and literacy, but (much like I think this cartoon implies) people must be willing to come to some kind of
understanding.”
Stacey was one of eleven students (along with Anna) who created a video for the collaborative NDLN digital media
project. Navigating the challenges of putting eleven minds together to compose one document, this group created a
video that weaved a “real-time” conversation about the NDLN with a series of still photos depicting the contrast
between a dull non-technology classroom and a lively, engaged class learning with technology. The photos were
altered and sequenced using special software to look like images from a comic strip. In the voiceover accompanying
the photos, the group described the NDLN as “the story of how literacy has changed over time,” from writing with
pencil and paper to using technology like iPads and computers. The culminating scene of the “real-time”
conversation had two students agreeing that “Technology is revolutionizing literacy.” It was interesting to me when
viewing their video that this statement does not take sides—positive or negative. Rather, it’s focused on recognizing
changing literacies and acknowledging the history of literacy contains both continuity and revolution. Also, the fact
that this video is framed by, and is titled, “A Conversation Between Friends” indicates the students in this group, by
Week 11, saw the NDLN as a conversation (something you can enter and participate in), rather than as a treatise.
Still curious about this “conversation” about digital literacy, Stacey made the debate about teaching writing with
technology the focus of her research paper. Titled “Computers in the Writing Classroom: Friend or Foe?,” Stacey’s
paper surveyed contemporary composition scholarship to examine more extensively the positive and negative
consequences of using computers in the high school writing classroom. Based on her findings about pros and cons
and methods, Stacey argued that the research is “not yet definitive”: “when it comes to computers and the effect they
have on the writing classroom it cannot be explained solely in a matter of positive or negative.”
In her end-of-semester revised digital literacy narrative, Stacey said she had never really thought about the
connection between literacy and technology before the class. For Stacey, this was because “[d]igital literacy has
played such a large role in my life that I did not even think twice about its presence within my own story of literacy.
In fact, it’s even a bit difficult for me to tease the concept of digital literacy apart from my overall literacy since my

parents have had a computer since 1986 and I was born in 1988.” For this reason, like some of her classmates,
Stacey entered the digital literacy debate not fearing or fully embracing “computer pedagogy,” but curious and openminded. Stacey realized that while she still primarily reads traditional paper-based books, her writing practices are
now almost completely tied to technology. She also wondered to what extent her literacy practices will continue to
change: “While digital literacy has always been a part of my life it has changed very much over the years and makes
me wonder if it will continue to change as technology does.” This revision of her digital literacy narrative is much
more reflective and critically aware than the one she wrote on the first night of class.
In her final evaluation response, Stacey noted that researching and composing a national digital literacy narrative
with classmates, while also learning about her own and her classmates’ individual narratives, helped her “identify
the different types of narratives that make up the whole” and understand that “people have very different opinions &
views when it comes to the NDLN.” She also recognized the importance of her own personal story: “I learned that
my story has meaning within the grand scheme of things. I learned that my story is not uncommon, but still unique.”
Like the others, she too supported teaching digital literacy and teaching students about its position and consequences
in our society because “It’s important for students to be aware that a NDLN exists & has consequences in their lives.
The students must know where they stand w/in the narrative & how it affects them socially & academically.” When
I spoke to Stacey recently, she said that while she’s not yet employed as a teacher, she is working on her master’s
thesis, which investigates the effects of adolescent students’ out-of-school digital writing on their in-school writing
assignments. The students participating in her study are middle school students from the school where she student
taught. As she noted, “I’m observing their writing in the classroom, having them keep logs at home of their writing,
and I am also asking each participant to write their own literacy narrative.” Having the opportunity to contemplate
her own digital literacy narrative in relation to the NDLN prepared Stacey well for helping students explore their
own stories.
5. Lessons learned from the NDLN Project
5.1. The message of the NDLN
Returning to the questions that the NDLN Project was designed to explore, we can examine what students (as future
writing teachers) learned from their engagement with the various assignments. What students learned from their
collaborative research on the NDLN was that the story we are being told by journalists, academics, cultural critics,
and American popular culture is complex, inconsistent, at times polarizing, at times nuanced, at times
oversimplified, and constantly evolving. It both incites and preys upon our fears while also sending the message that
successful educators must learn how to productively incorporate technology into their teaching practices. The
consequence of this narrative for them is that they must teach in the context of these mixed messages. They must
teach twenty-first century literacy skills to students who not only daily engage in digital literacy practices that are
changing the ways they learn, study, research, communicate, and think, but who also come to the classroom with
their own set of assumptions about the role and power of technology in their lives. They must also teach students
whose parents (influenced by the messages of the popular press) may be critical of their use of technology in the
classroom or critical of teachers who do not use technology in the classroom. And they must teach in an educational
system steeped in—and shaped by—the messages of the NDLN. The fact that over half of the students in the class
voluntarily used their research papers to explore further whether to and how to incorporate digital literacy practices
into the teaching of writing indicates students individually recognized this as one of the central issues in the teaching
of writing.
What students learned about the NDLN is also revealed in the digital media texts they collaboratively created to
reflect the narrative as they had come to understand it. In addition to the podcast created by Tony’s group and the
video by Anna and Stacey’s group, the third (and final) group created a public service announcement (PSA) video.
This group decided to represent the NDLN in the form of a public service announcement with the message we
shouldn’t fear technology’s connection to literacy. A persuasive and visually-striking video created with iMovie, the
PSA starts with the image of a desktop computer screen onto which someone is typing “NO FEAR!!!” while scary
music is playing in the background. This image is followed by a series of scenes in which each student is reading the
same text (Othello) on a different technology. First, a student is reading a book. A second student reads on an ereader and says to the audience, “No Fear.” A third student reads on a laptop and repeats the mantra “No Fear.” The
next student is reading on a tablet in one scene and then a desktop computer screen in the next scene, announcing

“No Fear.” The final student is reading on a smart phone and repeats one final time “No Fear.” In the next scene, all
five of the students are sitting under a tree on campus reading simultaneously with their respective reading tools.
The final scene returns us to the original: this time, however, someone is typing onto the desktop screen
“TECHNOLOGY IS HERE!!!” Reminiscent of Star Wars’ introduction, the video concludes with an image of outer
space and yellow text scrolling up and out and fading into the distance, telling the audience where to find more
information about the NDLN.
The PSA seems to be saying we can read the same text using different technologies, and we need not fear this
because the reading experience looks the same in each scene. All readers look happy, relaxed, and satisfied. Another
striking feature of the PSA is students’ choice to locate a majority of these reading experiences outdoors. Other than
the scenes with a desktop and one scene of a student with a laptop, all other reading experiences are happening
outside on a sunny, lovely day. The scene with all five of the students reading on different media under a beautiful,
blossoming tree is memorable and makes its own argument: literacy’s connection to technology doesn’t have to alter
our connection with nature, or with a more traditional reading experience. Though Anna was not part of this group,
her classmates’ digital media text certainly spoke to the substantive view she and others in the class were struggling
with.
The diversity of the three group projects demonstrates how complex the narrative is and the variety of ways studentteachers may respond to it. The group who decided to create the PSA recognized and responded to what they saw as
a central component of the NDLN—fear of technology, fear of the unknown, fear of changing literacy practices. For
the group who created the podcast, their reaction to the class’ research on the NDLN was a curiosity about the
influence this narrative was or was not having on the local level. With their project, they complemented their
understanding of the national narrative with the voices of a diverse group of people from their own community.
Interestingly, while the PSA group’s project focused on reading practices and the podcast group’s research focused
on writing practices, the third group’s video representing the NDLN as a “conversation between friends” depicted
the influence technology was having on teaching practices. Together, these digital media texts represent the central
aspects of the NDLN that resonated most with these future educators.
5.2. Critical technological literacy
What students learned from participating in the entire NDLN Project—from start to finish—is illuminated in the
stories of Anna, Tony, and Stacey. Through Anna we learn we can overcome our fears of the power of technology if
we understand more fully its uses, affordances, and consequences for ourselves and for our students. Tony teaches
us that being a digital native may provide a level of comfort with technology, but it may also produce a lack of
awareness of the consequences that accompany that comfort. Stacey’s story highlights the benefits of viewing the
digital literacy debate as an ongoing conversation that requires us to keep an open mind and reflect on our own and
others’ changing literacies. From my perspective as their teacher, I would add that, combined, the students’ stories
reflect what was for many of the students their digital literacy journey over the course of the semester: from fearing,
to reconsidering, to understanding and becoming critically aware of the larger narrative that both subsumes and
informs digital literacy in the U.S. While I would not argue students’ critical technological literacy development was
complete or fully developed by the end of the semester (they had not reached the “critical theory” view Feenberg
promotes), I do believe they moved toward a more analytical understanding of the place, uses, and consequences of
technology in the writing classroom. Certainly, also, students’ experiences were not all the same. The journeys of
Anna, Tony, and Stacey do, however, exemplify well the experiences of the majority of students in the class.
5.3. Digital media composing
Students also learned about the challenges and rewards entailed in creating digital media texts. Tony wrote about
this in some detail in his end-of-semester evaluation. For his group, learning to use technology none of them had
ever used before (Garageband) became a part of the challenge of the project. Tony wrote, “I learned a lot. First, I
didn’t know what a podcast was, let alone how to create one. We put our heads together, though, dove into our trusty
Macs, and learned how to use this technology together.” In the end, he said, “we not only told a story about digital
literacy forums, we used one to do it.” One of the other group members wrote that she learned that “digital literacy
presents infinite possibilities for expressing oneself through writing, visual material, speaking, connecting with
others.”

This learning experience didn’t come without a price, however. Because Tony’s group (unlike the others) chose to
compose their digital media text using a technology none of them already knew how to use, they spent many more
hours outside of class creating their podcast than I—and they—assumed they would. While they were all very happy
with the end product, and they have shared their podcast at a local technology conference and plan to share it with
the college campus in an upcoming pedagogy workshop, they certainly gained a realistic understanding of the
challenges of composing digital texts. They all spoke positively, though, about tackling this challenge
collaboratively.
In addition to the comments Tony’s group offered, students from the other two groups made the following
assessments. Ailene wrote that the composing process her group went through when creating the PSA was similar to
the composing process teachers work to engage students in: “Our thinking changed and evolved as the project
progressed.” Ailene’s experience and her realization of it became a good example for her and her cohort: perhaps
they could teach the “composing process” to students by showing them how they engage in it naturally when they
create digital media texts of their own. Georgia was one of the group of eleven students who created the video.
Because of the size of their group, they naturally divided the duties based on each others’ strengths: some people
were taking pictures, some shooting video, some writing scripts, some posing for pictures or performing parts. The
student who had the requisite computer programs and knowledge of how to use them became the person who put the
video together and created the final product. From this experience, Georgia said she learned that engaging with
technology doesn’t have to be a solitary act and you don’t need to do or know everything. She also said she learned
she shouldn’t so easily criticize her students “for finding their comfort zone or sense of self in the digital world,” the
way she had found her comfort zone in other aspects of the creative process. As future teachers who face the
challenge of organizing and facilitating productive collaborative work involving new digital literacies, the students’
ability to collaborate under these circumstances will serve them well. Most important, the lessons described by
students are all valuable ones for teachers exploring their own “computer pedagogies.”
5.4. Composition studies scholarship
What the NDLN Project work contributed to our discussions of composition studies scholarship at large was a more
concrete and more complete understanding of the context in which students will teach writing. As I noted earlier,
Tony and his classmates applied our research on the NDLN to an analysis of scholarship on the composing process,
and Anna and her partner encouraged the class to consider the NCTE’s recommendations in light of public rhetoric
about the negative consequences of technology on thinking, reading, and writing. In addition, students made these
connections when we discussed scholarship on how to evaluate and respond to student writing, whether and how to
teach grammar, and student resistance in the writing classroom. In their presentation on the readings about
responding to student writing, two students asked the class to assess a student’s summary of a play in Tweets. Our
disagreements about how to respond to this writing produced one of the most fruitful discussions that semester. In
addition, one student worked to address the issues about teaching grammar in her research paper by exploring the
possibilities of teaching grammar through technology, not despite it. And, our discussion of scholarship about
student resistance in the classroom was full of references to how technology can help or hinder that resistance.
What this pedagogical experiment can teach the field of composition studies is the importance of designing curricula
like the NDLN Project for this particular student population—graduate students with limited or no teaching
experience who plan to teach English at the middle or high school level. As a review of scholarship reveals, much
attention has been paid to revisiting and revamping doctoral programs in light of twenty-first century changes and
needs. Much attention has also been paid to the role of digital literacy in undergraduate education. Very little
attention, however, has been paid to master’s level programs serving a graduate student population not being primed
for doctoral programs, but rather pursuing a career in secondary education. This particular population is, to some
extent, an ideal population for a project like the NDLN Project because they are preparing to teach the newest set of
digital natives earlier in their educational careers than college instructors do.
The success of the NDLN Project for my students, in the particular context in which we met as a class to learn about
the teaching of writing, was that it allowed inexperienced teachers, at the master’s level, to begin to develop for
themselves a “computer pedagogy” and “critical technological literacy” based on their experiences and the
challenges of the specific contexts in which they would teach. As Stuart A. Selber (2004) has so rightly pointed out,
though, we need to incorporate even more opportunities for students and teachers to recognize computer literacy as a

“social practice” and to elevate our discussions beyond why and how to use technology to teach literacy. My hope is
that the NDLN Project can provide a jumping off point for student-teachers as they continue to explore “[d]itigal
technologies as catalysts of change” (Brandt, 2009, 70).
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Appendix A. English 686 Weekly Schedule
Week 1

Week 2

Week 3

Week 4

Week 5

Week 6

Week 7

Week 8

Week 9

Introduction to Course
• Introduction to syllabus, course assignments, and policies.
• View Frontline’s “Digital Nation: Life on the Virtual Frontier.”
• Compose personal digital literacy narrative draft.
Theories of Composition
• James Berlin’s “Rhetoric and Ideology in the Writing Class” College English 50.5 (1998): 477-94.
• Linda Flower and John Hayes’ “A Cognitive Process Theory of Composing” CCC 32.4 (1981): 365-87.
• Peter Elbow’s “Being a Writer vs. Being an Academic: A Conflict in Goals” CCC 46.1 (1995): 72-83.
What Does it Mean to Teach Writing in the 21st Century?
• Richard E. Miller’s “The Dark Night of the Soul” from Writing at the End of the World (Chapter 1): 1-27.
• NCTE’s “Writing Between the Lines—and Everywhere Else” Report.
• NCTE’s “Writing in the 21st Century” Report.
• Nicolas Carr’s “Is Google Making Us Stupid?” The Atlantic July/Aug 2008:
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2008/07/is-google-making-us-stupid/6868/.
What Should We Teach in the Writing Classroom? Issues of Content and Form
• Stanley Fish’s “Devoid of Content” The New York Times 31 May 2005.
• Robert Connors’ “The Rise and Fall of the Modes of Discourse” CCC 32.4 (1981): 444-55.
• Patricia Sullivan’s “Composing Culture: A Place for the Personal” College English 66.1 (2003): 41-54.
• Diana George’s “From Analysis to Design: Visual Communication in the Teaching of Writing” CCC (2002): 11-39.
Understanding the National Digital Literacy Narrative
Reading:
• Harvey Graff and John Duffy’s “Literacy Myths” Encyclopedia of Language and Education, Vol. 2 Literacy, ed. Brian
Street; Nancy Hornberger, general editor (Berlin and New York: Springer, 2007).
Research:
• Research the National Digital Literacy Narrative by locating at least one article or book that contributes to the larger
conversation. Cite and summarize the source (in 1 paragraph) in the course GoogleDoc. Be prepared to discuss the piece
with the class.
The Composing Process
• Ann Berthoff’s “From The Making of Meaning” Boynton/Cook, 1981.
• Sondra Perl’s “Understanding Composing” CCC 31.4 (1980): 363-69.
• Lynn Bloom’s “The Great Paradigm Shift and Its Legacy for the Twenty-First Century” Composition Studies in the New
Millennium: Rereading the Past, Rewriting the Future. Carbondale: SIUP, 2003. 31-47.
• Marie Ponsot & Rosemary Deen’s “Prolific Writing,” Chapter 4 from Beat Not The Poor Desk. Upper Montclair, NJ:
Boynton/Cook Pub., 1982.
Responding to and Assessing Student Writing
• Donald Murray’s “The Listening Eye: Reflections on the Writing Conference” College English 41.1 (1979): 13-18.
• Excerpt from Twelve Readers Reading: Responding to College Student Writing. Cresskill, NJ: Hampton, 1995.
• “Rewriting,” Chapter 10 from Marie Ponsot and Rosemary Deen’s Beat Not the Poor Desk.
• Maja Wilson’s “Why I Won’t Be Using Rubrics to Respond to Students’ Writing” English Journal 96.4 (2007): 62-66.
Research
Library Research Orientation
Reading: Read at least 2 of the chapters on research methods in composition studies from Methods and Methodology in
Composition Research. Carbondale: Southern Illinois UP, 1992.
• Robert J. Connors’ “Dreams and Play: Historical Method and Methodology”
• Thomas Newkirk’s “The Narrative Roots of the Case Study”
• Beverly Moss’ “Ethnography and Composition”
• Ruth Ray’s “Composition from the Teacher-Researcher Point of View”
Research:
• Research the National Digital Literacy Narrative by locating at least one popular media source (tv show, film,
advertisement, political speech, etc.) that contributes to the larger conversation. Cite and summarize the source (in 1
paragraph) in the course GoogleDoc. Be prepared to discuss the piece with the class.
Language, Grammar, and “Correctness”

Week 10

Week 11
Week 12
Week 13

Week 14

Week 15
Finals Week

• Patrick Hartwell’s “Grammar, Grammars, and the Teaching of Grammar” College English 47.2 (1985): 105-27.
• Andrea Lunsford and Karen Lunsford’s “Mistakes are a Fact of Life” CCC 59.4 (2008): 781-806.
• Muriel Harris and Tony Silva’s “Tutoring ESL Students: Issues and Options” CCC 44.4 (1993): 525-37. • Bring a copy
of your Research Paper Project Proposal to class for review.
Collaborative Learning, Voice and Style
• Winston Weathers’ “Teaching Style: A Possible Anatomy” CCC 21.1 (1970): 144-49.
• Margaret K. Woodworth’s “Teaching Voice” Voices on Voice: Perspectives, Definition, Inquiry. Ed. Kathleen Blake
Yancey. NCTE. 1994.
• 3 Short pieces on collaboration from English Journal’s May 2010 issue.
Composing the National Digital Literacy Narrative
• In-class: collaboratively compose the National Digital Literacy Narrative based on our research.
Spring Recess. No Class.
Issues of Race, Class, and Gender and the Writing Class
• Andrea Greenbaum’s “‘Bitch’ Pedagogy: Agonistic Discourse and the Politics of Resistance” Insurrections: Approaches
to Resistance in Composition Studies. Ed. Andrea Greenbaum. Albany: SUNY Press, 2001. 151-168.
• Lisa Delpit’s “The Silenced Dialogue: Power and Pedagogy in Educating Other People’s Children” Harvard Educational
Review 58.3 (1988): 280-98.
• Keith Gilyard and Elaine Richardson’s “Students’ Right to Possibility: Basic Writing and African American Rhetoric”
Insurrections: Approaches to Resistance in Composition Studies. Ed. Andrea Greenbaum. Albany: SUNY Press, 2001. 3752.
Time set aside to review/revise the collaboratively-created National Digital Literacy Narrative projects.
Student Resistance and Motivation
• Mary Reda’s “The Sound of Students Thinking: Strategies for Fostering Classroom Conversation” Journal of Teaching
Writing 22.2 (Spring 2006): 21-50.
• Elizabeth Flynn’s “Strategic, Counter-Strategic, and Reactive Resistance in the Feminist Classroom” Insurrections:
Approaches to Resistance in Composition Studies. Ed. Andrea Greenbaum. Albany: SUNY Press, 2001. 17-34.
• Susan Blum’s “Academic Integrity and Student Plagiarism” The Chronicle of Higher Education Feb. 20 2009.
http://chronicle.com/article/Academic-IntegrityStud/32323/
• Turn in and showcase final drafts of Group National Digital Literacy Narrative projects.
• Revised Individual Digital Literacy Narratives due.
• Discuss/Update on Research Papers.
• End-of-semester Evaluations.
Research Papers due.
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